The result was that in that decade, 1873-1883, he, at one and the same time, introduced new additions to his greatest theoretical work, Capital, and projected nothing short of the possibility of a revolution occurring first in a backward countryuke Russia ahead of one in a country of the technologically advanced West. Marx did not live long enough to work out in full those paths to revolution he was projecting, but we can see, in the correspondence he carried on at that time, the direction in which he was moving. Thus, we read his sharp critique of the Russian Populist, Mikhailovsky, who attempted to attribute to Marx the making of a universal out of his "The Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulation." Marx insisted that it was a particular historic study of capitalist development in Western Europe, and that, if Russia continued on that path, "she will lose the fmest chance ever offered by history to a people and undergo all the fatal vicissitudes of the capitalist regime."
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That letter was nnmailed, but one of the four drafts he had written on the same subject to Vera Zasulitch, who had written to him in the name of the Plekhanov group which was moving to Marxism, was mailed. And the most important of all his written statements on this subject is the Preface to the Russian edition of the Communist Manifesto.
What the post-Marx Marxists have made of all this can be challenged by our age, not because we are "smarter" but because we now have Marx's Marxism as a totality, and because of the maturity of our age when a whole new Third World has emerged and Women's Liberation has moved from an idea whose time has come to a movement. The challenge to post-Marx Marxists to do the hard labor needed to work out Marx's new moments in that last decade is occasioned, not as a minor "demand" for an explanation as to why the unforgiveable fifty-year delay in publishing what had been found by Ryazanov in 1923, nor is the challenge limited to what the post-Marx Marxists did not do about the Ethnological Notebooks. The point is that even when the unpub lished works of Marx, such as the 1844 Econmnic-Philosophic Manuscripts, did come to light soon after they were retrieved from the vaults of the Second International by Ryazanov, under the impulse of the Russian Revolution and even when they did create lengthy international debates-certain limita tions of the historic period in which those commentaries on the work appeared point up the greater maturity of our age.
Take Herbert Marcuse's analysis of those Essays. 5 It was certainly one of the first, and a most profound analysis "in general," but he managed to skip over a crucial page on the Man/Woman relationship. On the other hand, Simone de Beauvoir, who does not approach Marcuse's Marxist erudition, and is not a Marxist but an Existentialist, singled out precisely that Man/ Woman relationship from Marx in her The Second Sex: "The direct, natural, necessary relation of human creatures is the relation of man to woman," she quotes on the very last page and stresses its importance by writing: "The case could not be better stated. " Unfortunately, what follows that sentence and completes her fmal para graph runs counter to Marx's thrust: "It is for man to establish the reign of liberty . . . it is necessary, for one thing, that by and through their natural differentiation men and women unequivocally affirm their brotherhood." In a word, de Beauvoir's high praise of Mau.: notwithstanding, the conclusion she draws from the essay of Marx as well as all her data over some 800 pages fails to grasp the reason Marx singled out the Man/Woman relationship as integral to alienation, not only under capitalism but also under what he called "vulgar communism." His "new Humanism" stressed: ''We should especially avoid re-establishing society as an abstraction, opposed to the individual. The individual is the social entity." Which is why he concluded with the sentence, " .. . communism as such is not the goal of human development, the form of human society."
Let us now reread that sentence that de Beauvoir quoted (except that I want to use a more precise translation): "The infinite degradation in which man exists for himself is expressed in this relation to the woman . . . The direct, natural, necessary relationship of man to man is the relationship of man to woman." Women's Liberation had to develop from an Idea whose time has come to an actual Movement before either Simone de Beauvoir or Herbert Marcuse could see the need to grapple with Marx's Promethean vision on M.an/W oman relationships.
Marx's concept of the Man/Woman relationship arose with the very birth of a new continent of thought and of revolution the moment he broke from bourgeois society. Before that decade of the 1840s had ended, Marx had unfurled a new banner of revolution with the Communist Manifesto, where he explained how total must be the uprooting of capitalism, the abolition of private property, the abolition of the state, the bourgeois family, indeed: the whole "class culture." This was followed immediately by his becoming a participant in the 1848 Revolutions. Far from retreating when those revolu tions were defeated, Marx greeted the new 1850s by calling for the "revolution in permanence." Once again, in that decade, as he now came to view other pre-capitalist societies and analyzed a new human development, he further deepened his concepts as well as aims by concretizing it as the "absolute movement of becoming."
The Grundrisse is the mediation, on the one hand, both to Marx's greatest theoretical work, Capital, and to his activity around and writings on the Paris. Commune; and, on the other hand, to the Ethnological Notebooks. One can see, imbedded in the latter, a trail to the 1980s. At least, that is what I see; and it is for this reason that I chose as my subject the relationship of Marx's philosophy to the dialectic of women's liberation throughout the whole 40 years of his theoretic development. My emphasis on the last decade of his life-which until now has been considered hardly more than "a slow death" -is because it is precisely in that last decade that he experienced new moments, seeing new forces of revolution and thought in what :we now call the Tµird World and the Women's Liberation Movement. The new return to and recreation of the Hegelian dialectic as he developed the Grundrisse was the methodology that determined all his works.
What never changed was his concept and practice of criticism of all that exists, defmed as follows: "ruthles;; criticism of all that exists, ruthless in the sense that the critique is neither afraid of its own results nor of conflicting with the powers that be." This is exactly why Marx never separated criticism from revolution and such total uprooting of all that is, sparing no bureaucra cies either in production or in education, why he counterposed to the old his concept of "revolution in permanence."
And how very contemporary is his early attack on bureaucracy in education: A concentration on Marx's last decade makes it necessary for me to greatly abbreviate the two decades that followed the 1840s. The abbreviation will not, however, be at the expense of discussing one of Marx's greatest works, the Grundrisse, because I will consider that work together with the Ethnological Notebooks of Marx's last decade. Here I mention the Grundris!e only to point out that it was when Marx was working on it in 1857 that he concluded that there were more than three periods of human development-slavery, feudal ism and capitalism. He saw a whole new era of human development which he then called "Asiatic mode of production." "Asiatic" did not mean only "Oriental." He was talking about a primitive communal form of development in the West as well as in the East, whether it was among the Celts or in Russia. For anthropologists of our era to disregard Marx's sensitivity to that "Asiatic mode of production" in the 1850s beginning with the Taiping Revolution, and to act as if he was totally Euro-centered then, is on the level of their disregard of his concept of the Man/Woman relationship in 1844.
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Indeed, what I do wish to single out from the 1850s are two events, both of which relate precisely to women. The first was the 1853-54 strike in Preston, England, where no less than 15,000 workers were on strike against the despotic, conditions of labor, about which Marx wrote in great detail for the New York Tribune, paying special attention to the conditions of the women workers. The second was the support he gave to Lady Bulwer-Lynon, the author of a novel, Cheveley, or the Man of Honour, \Yho, in 1858, had dared not only to differ with the views of her conservative, aristocratic-politician hus band, but desired to make her views publir. Because she dared to leave the hustings and attempted to rent a lecture hall for her views, her husband and son had her thrown into a lunatic asylum! In his article, "Imprisonment of Lady Bulwer-Lytton," Marx defended her and attacked not only the Tory press for its sexism, but also "the Radical press, which more or less receives its inspirations from the Manchester School."
As for the articles on the Preston strike, Marx went into detail about both the special exploitation women were subjected to and the fact that even these monstrous conditions did riot limit women to fighting those exploitative conditions of labor but challenged the educational system. Marx's Chartist activities and his studies, not only for his books but for agitational writings on behalf of labor, were never written as if only male workers were involved.
Quite the contrary. And, in writing: "The factory operatives seem resolved to take the education movement out of the hands of the Manchester humbugs," Marx hit out against child labor and the extremities to which capitalists resorted. He cited the case of "a little girl only nine years of age (who) fell on the floor asleep with exhaustion, during the 60 hours; she was roused and cried, but was forced to resume work!!" (Emphasis is Marx's. ) 6 Marx never separated his theoretic works from his actual activities, and it is the activities of the workers in particular that he followed most carefully both in the "blue books" of the factory inspectors and what was actually happening that did reach the press. In April 1856, he summarized the whole question of capitalism and its technology on the anniversay of the Chartists' paper: "all of our inventions and progress seem to result in endowing material forces with intellectual life, and in stultifying human life into a material force."
The One great economist, Joseph Schumpeter, who was most impressed with the profundity of Marx's critique of classical political economy, and didn't shy away from acknowledging that economists owe much to Marx's analysis of the economic laws of capitalist development, was, nevertheless, so antagonistic to philosophy that he held it was impossible to have a truly genuine economic argument with him, because, as philosopher, he was forever "transforming historic narrative into historic reason." That is the dialectic of Marx's seeing, Even were one opposed to Marx's description of the capitalists' ''were-wolf hunger'' for ever greater amounts of unpaid labor and looked only at the machine and at Marx's description of that instrumentality as a "mechanical monster'' with its "demon power" organized into a whole system to which, Marx said, "motion is communicated by the transmitting mechanism from a central automaton ... "-wouldn't the today-ness of it strike our age of robotics? It certainly struck the miners on General Strike against the first appearance of automation in 1950. They thought that description was written, not by a mid-19th century man, but by someone who must have been right there in the mines with them and the continuous miner, which they called "a man killer." Marx didn't separate his "economics" in Capital from its social and political ramificatioQs, and thus he saw one and only "one positive feature" -allowing women to go "outside of the dome$tiC sphere." However, he warned at once against factory labor "in its brutal capitalistic form" which is nothing other than a "pestiferous source of corruption and slavery." But the collective labor of men and women, under different historic conditions, "creates a. new economic foundation for a higher form of the family and of the relation between the sexes."
Marx continued: "It is, of course, just as absurd to hold the Teutonic Christian form of the family to be l!,bsolute as it would be to . apply that character to the ancient Roman, the ancient Greek, or the Eastern·forms . . . " Marx ends by pointing to the fact that other historic conQitions where both sexes work collectively could "become a source of human development." That, of course, is not what capitalism aims at and therefore Marx intensifies his attack as he lashes out also against the whole bureaucratic structure, not just in the state, but in the factory. There the despotic plan of capital has a form all its own: the hierarchic structure of control over social labor, which he funher concretizes as requiring a whole army of foremen, managers, and superintendents. This planned despotism, Marx points out, arises out of the antagonistic relation of labor and capital with its bureaucracy, which Marx likens to the military, demanding "barrack discipline" at the point of production. That is why Marx calls the whole relationship of subject to object, machines to living labor, "perverse." He has concretized whaf the early Marx had warned would be the result of the division between mental and manual labor: "To have one basis for life and another for science is a priori a lie." Marx, the activist philosopher of revolution, was completing Volume I of Capital in t!ie same period when he was most active in the First International:
(1) It is that organization that records, on July 19, 1867, that Marx proposed to the General Council that at its forthcoming Congress a discussion be held on the practical ways the International could "fulfil its function of a common center of action for the working classes, male and· female, in their struggle tending to their complete emancipation from the domination of capital." "bequest'' from Marx. But the simple truth tells a different story. It is true that Marx had asked Engels to be sure to read Ancient Society, which had just come off the press and interested him greatly. We have Engels' word for it, however, that he was too busy with other matters to read it and got it only after Marx's death when he found Marx's notes on it. It is not clear whether Engels had by then found in those unpublished manuscripts of Marx either the Grundrisse or much of what we now know as the Ethnological Notebooks, except the notes on Morgan and perhaps Kovalevsky. Because he presented this as a "bequest" from Marx, we were all raised on this concept of women's liberation as if it were, indeed, a work of ,Engels and Marx. Now that we finally have the transcription of the Ethnological Notebooks-and also have Marx's commentaries on Kovalevsky and corespondence on Maurer, as well as the Grundrissse-it shouldn't be difficult to disentangle Marx's views on women and dialectics from those of Engels.
It is true that Engels was Marx's closest collaborator whom he had entrusted to "make something out of' the massive material he had accumul ated for Volumes II and III of Capital, but did not live to edit. What Marx had also entrusted him with was to make sure that the French edition of Volume I, which is the only definitive edition Marx himself edited, should be the one used for all other editions. The point was that the element of oppression in general and of women in particular arose from within primitive communism itself, and was not merely related to a change from "matriarchy."
What was a great deal more important in tracing historic development and seeing other-human relations was that it allowed for seeing new paths to revolution and the mutidimensionality of human development. For example, as early as the Gmndrisse (but then, Engels did not know the Gmndrisse), Marx called attention to the "dignity'' of the guild, commenting: "Here labor itself is still half the expression of artistic creation, half its own reward. Labor still belongs to a man."
What was crucial to Marx in seeing the great freedom of the Iroquois women was to show how great was the freedom the women had before American civilization destroyed the Indians. Indeed, first, it was true throughout the world that "civilized" nations took away the freedom of the women, as was true when British imperialism deprived the Iri�h women of many of their freedoms" when they co�quered Ireland. Marx's hatreq. of capitalism as he studied' pre-capitalist socie?,es grew more intens�. But, far from concluding, as Engels cijd, that the move from "mother right" signalled "the world historic defeat of the female sex" (Engels' emphasis), he showed that , within the primitive commune there had already emerged such distinction in ranks that, clearly, women's freedom there was far from peing total. Marx pointed to the fact that while. the women were allowed to express their opinion "through an orator of their own selection, the decisions were made by the Council." ' Secondly, and that is inseparable from the first, was the resistance of the women, the "feminine ferment" Marx saw in every revolution. Thus Marx ,criticized Morgan on some of his statements about ancient Greece and the degraded status of women. Marx held that the Greek goddesses on Olympus were not just statues, but expressed myths of past ·glories that may, in fact, have reflected a previous stage, and/or expressed a desire for a very· different future.
Marx acknowledged Morgan's great contribution on the theory of the gens and its early egalitarian society, but his attitude bore no resemblance whatever to Engels' uncritical acclaim of Morgan, whom he credited with nothing short of discovering "afresh in America the materialist conc�ption of history discovered by Marx 40 years ago." Far from considering Morgan a veritable historical materialist, Marx rejected Morgan's biologism and evolutionism.
What Marx was tracing was the fact that, long before the dissolution of the primitive commune, there had already emerged the question of rank within the egalitarian commune. He laughs ironically at the whole question of how, jn patriarchy, they began changing the names of the children in order to assure paternal instead of maternal rights: "Innate casuistry! To change things by changing their names! And to fmd loopholes for violating tradition while maintaining tradition, when direct interest supplied sufficient impulse." Engels did quote that part from Marx, and also quoted a section on the fact that all class antagonisms were present "in miniature" in the family, itself. But he was so overwhelmed by the question of private property that all of the antagonisms within the commune seemed hidden to him by his concentration on private property and the monogamous family. Though Marx surely did connect the monogamous family with private property, what was pivotal for him was the antagonistic relationship between chief and ranks.
Which is why Marx emphasized that the decline of the primitive commune was not due to external factors alone, nor to "the world historic defeat of the female sex" (Engels' phrase but never one that Marx used). On the contrary, even when Marx not only praised the primitive commune highly, but saw a possibility for transforming it into a modem collective society, he warned: "In order to save the Russian commune there must be a Russian revolution."
One of the most important differences between Marx and Engels is that Marx drew no such unbridgeable gulf between the priminve and the civilized as Engels did. The pivotal point, for Marx, always was "th� historical environ ment in which it occurs." Instead of seeing human development unilinearly, he pointed to the variety of paths which led from the primitive commune to a different world-never, however, without a revolution. Thus, when, in his last year, his trip to Algiers led· him to become so excited with the Arabs that he praised not only their resistance to authority but even their "elegant and graceful dress," he�ended his description of the experience: "Nevertheless, they will go to the devil without a revolutionary movement." As Paul Lafar gue reponed the end of Marx's trip: "Marx has come back with his head full of Africa and the Arabs."
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The new moments he was experiencing as he intensified his studies of pre-capitalist society, on women, on the primitive commune, on the peasan try, illuminate Marx's works as a totality. Thus it isn't a question of a mere return to the concept of women which he first expressed in the 1844 Manu scripts, nor, as some anthropologists would have it, simply a move from a philosophic to an empirical anthropology. Rather, as a revolutionary, Marx's hostility to capitalism's colonialism was intensifying to such a degree that his emphasis was on how deep must be its uprooting. His latest studies enabled Marx to see the possibility of new human relations, not as they might come through a mere "updating'' of primitive communism's equality of the sexes, as among the Iroquois, but as Marx sensed they would burst forth from a new type of revolution.
The economist, Schumpeter, was not the only one who saw Marx turning historic narrative into historic reason. The great anthropologist, Sir Raymond Firth, who is certainly no Marxist, focuses on the fact that Capital is not so much an economic work as "a dramatic history designed to involve its readers in the events desct:ibed. Marx's historic orginality in internalizing new data was certainly worlds apart from Engels' being overwhelmed by it. And in each case he saw economic crises as "epochs of social revolution". The Taiping Revolution led him to an interest in pre-capitalist society. Not only did the Grundrisse, the impulse for which has always been attributed to the British economic crisis in 1857, have that magnificent part on pre-capitalist societies; but Marx remem bered the Taiping Revolution in Capital itself.
In the 1860s, it was not only the Civil War in the United States which ended slavery and opened new doors of development, but all the actual struggles of women were seen at their highest point in the greatest revolution of Marx's day-the Paris Commune. Marx's new studies in the 1870s until his death meant a return to anthropology, not as concept alone, nor as empirical studies
